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M i c e  of Secretary ~ 

WRITER’S DIRECT DIAL 

( 2 0 2 )  828-9475 

April 14, 2003 

Mai~lcnc H .  Lhrtch, Secretary 
r-cdzral Commtinicalioiis Commission 
J J ~  I>’ ’ ’  Street, N.W. 
\L;tshin~ton [IC 20554 

Re: Petition by the Colorado Public Utilities Commission, Pursuant to 47 C.F.R. 
lj 207(c), for Commission Agreement in Redefining the Service Area of 
CenturyTel ol’ Eagle, Inc., a Rura l  Telephone Company 
CC Docket No. 96-45 
Ex furrc Communication 

Dear Secretary Llortch: 

On behalf o f  X.E.  Colorado Ccllular, Inc. (“NECC”), we respectfully request that this 
lcllcr be included in the above-captioned docket, and associated with CenturyTel of Eagle, Inc.’s 
(“CenturyTcl”) December 17, 2002 Application for Review or, Alternatively, Petition for 
Reconsideration seeking Commission review o f  the Commission’s decision to concur with the 
Colorado Public Ut i l i t ies  Commission’s (“COPUC”) petition for service area redefinition. On 
Apri l  8, 2003, CeiituryTcl submitted a letter again urging the Commission to reverse i ts 
concurrcncc wit11 the COPIJC petition. CenturyTcl’s request should be denied. 

CentiiryTel suggests that COPUC’s review and grant o f  additional eligible 
tclcconiniu~lications carrier (“ETC”) designations for portions of its service area calls the 
wisdom o f  scrvice area redefinition into question. However, competition was precisely the result 
foreseen b y  C0PUC.s filinir. In redefining CenturyTel’s service area, COPUC carefully 
considered IIIC polential impact on CcnturyTel from possible future petitions for ETC status by 
conipetilive carricrs. COPUC properly detcmiined that reclassifying each of CenturyTel’s wire 
centers ;IS :I separate scmice area would promote competitive entry by colnpetitive ETCs 
(“CETCs”) in Colorado. Thus. VOPUC was rully cognizant o f the  fact that other CETCs would 
bc c~l ler ing in the future. Rather than file a separate petition for redefinition each time a new 
C W C  \vas designated. i t  chose thc hetter coursc: to redefine all of  CenturyTel’s area. 
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r\s i n  ils pas1 filings in this proccediny, CcnturyTel fails to acknowledge that largc ILEC 
paflicularly those which, like Ccntury'lel's, liavc noncontiguous areas in  scveral 

constitule a i l  obstaclc t o  conipctitive entry, unfairly restricting high-cost 
scr:,icc arcas 
parts orilic w t c  
sup poi'^ io I L K  monopolies. C'cntury~lel also fa i ls  to note that this Commission and sevcral 
skites have rcdeliiictl ILEC scrvicc areas ;is proposed by COPUC, finding such rcdcfinition a 
neccssary ;!nd appropriate means to promote compctitive entry. 

The niost reccnl examples are Minnesoia and Wisconsin, whcrc the state commissions 
e ~ i c ! ~  dclcrinined t h a ~  ILEC seivice areas should he redefined along wire center houndaries to 
enable conipclitors to receivc Iiigli-cost suppon on par with thc incumbents. This Commission 
has granted i ts  concurrence with redefinition o f  ILEC scrvicc areas in Arizona, New Mexico, and 
\?'aahingoii. Thc latlcr case is norahlc bccause the Conimission agrced with the redefinition o f  
ihc service arcas oca11 ILECs in the state along wirc center boundaries---again, a redefinition the 
state pi-oposcd for [hc purposc o f  facililatiiig competitive entry. The following i s  a l i s t  of relevant 
decisions t indint:  r e d c h i t i o n  appropriate: 

SI arc Dec I s I oils 

Sni i t l i  Bagley, Inc., Dochcr No T-02556A-09-0207 ( A r i l .  Corp. Comm'n Dec. 15, 
2000) (FCC concuriencc granted M a y  16 and July 1, 2001) 
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M i d m e s t  Wireless Coliini~illlc~itiolis, LLC. Docket No. PT-6153iAM-02-686 (Minn. 
PUC‘ March 19- 2(JO3) (petition for FCC concurrcnce to be filed) 

Sinirh Bagley, lric.. L t i l i t y  (‘;tse N o .  3026,  Recommended Decision of the Hcarlng 
Examiner and Cenification ofStipiilation (N.M. Pub. Reg. Comm’n Aug. 14, 2001, 
adopted by Final Order (Feb. IO. 2rJO2) (FCC concurrence granted J u n e  11, 2002) 

I ’ i i i tcd Srates Ccllulur Corpofiitioii. 5225-T-102 (Wisc. PSC Dec. 20, 2002) (pctltion 
f o r  FCC coiicuneiicc to be filed) 

Finally, hecausc CentiiryTcl has suhmilred a plan ofdisaggregation that moves support 
a w ~ y  rrom Iuw-cost arcas and toward hish-cost areas, any suggestion that NECC or other ETCs 
can “sclcctively” enter the market to C‘cntiiryTcl’s detriment is without merit. If a CETC enters 
only lo\v-cost arcas ofCcnturyTel. i t  will receive littlc or no support. lf ir  enters only high-cost 
areas, iL will receive more support. This is exactly how the system is supposed to  operate^ I f  
CeiituryTel srill believes that it is possihle for ii particular cntrant to receive uneconomic support, 
both the COPUC’s rulcs and the Commission’s rulcs permit i t  to file a request to amend i t s  plan 
ofdisnsgregatioii to more accurately target its costs. NECC can imaginc no scenario pursuant to 
m hich a legitimate request to aniend a plan ol‘disaggregalion would not be entertained. 

Expcriciice has alrcady shown that Ihc rcdelinilion ganted by the CPUC and the 
<‘onimIssion i v i i i  ne i ic t i t  rural consiiiners by bringing Ihcm competitive clioicc. NECC is rapidly 
signing tip i ie\t customers in iirc:is wlicrc i t  has been designated as ail ETC, including 
CcnruryTel’s iircas I t  is using available high-cos1 support to Improve its nctwork and compete 
nirli ILFCs in the local exchange marketplace. I t  is ofrering rural consumers, who pay into the 
univcrssl servicc fund, high-qualily service and the kinds ofchoices that consuniers in urban 
areiis no\v cnjoy. as Congress inlcndcd. For lhcsc reasoiis, and those stated in the comments 
NECC has filed in this proceeding, the Commission should promptly dismiss CentiiryTel’s 
iittcnipt to lorcstall coinpctition a n d  ;iftimi the grant of COPUC’s petition. 

Sincerely, 

Counsel for N.E.  Colorado Cellular, Tnc. 

cc: M’illiain M;ihcr. Esq. 
<Anita Chcng, Esq. 
Cara Voth, Escl. 
Narda Ioncs, Esq. 
Karcii BIinkiiiann, Esq. 


